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f VSPQ 215 (CCPA 1958) 

settled that a pateti-t cannot be granted for an 
•s discovery of a xesult^ even though it may be 
unexpectedly good^ which would flow logically from the teaching of 
the prior art« 



In re Lindell , 155 USPQ 521 (CCPA 1967) 



Further-, if the evaluation 'of the in^^ as a whole is obvious, 

evidence' of superior results does not preclude tjie finding of 
jpbviousn ess , ^ ^ '^ I'L..^ - ^" " ' " - --r^zr-r-;:^^^. 

In re Linder^ 173 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1972) 



c 



Arguments or conclusory statements unsupported by factual evidence 
are insufficient to establish unexpected results. 

In re Wright , 193 USPQ 332 (CCPA 1977) 

A comparative study with the prior art to show unexpected 
advantages must employ the closest prior art in the case, 

A comparison of the claimed invention with the disclosure 
of each cited reference to determine the number of claim 
limitations in common with each reference, bearing in mind 
the relative importance of particular limitations, will 
usually yield the closest single prior art reference. 
In re Merchant , 197 USPQ 785, 787 (CCPA 1978) 

See section VII (C) for affidavits dealing with unexpected 
.results. 



NOTE: 



M. Basis for Claiming Criticality 



In re Cole , 140 USPQ 230 (CCPA 1964) 

We would agree that it is an established principle of law that a 
limitation merely with respect to proportions in a composition of 
matter or process will not support patentability unless such 
limitation is "critical." e.g.. Minerals Separation, Ltd. v. 
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